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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Response 

1 . Claims 1-9 are pending in tliis application. 

2. Claims 10-25 have been cancelled. [1/18/2007]. 

3. Examiner acknowledges applicant's "response" filed on 3/1 5/2007. 

4. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth In 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth In 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 

18 January 2007 has been entered, a non-final office action was mailed on 2/7/2007. 

5. Examiner acknowledges applicant's amendment filed on 8/1 7/2006. 

6. Claims, 1,10-11,19,21-25 have been amended [8/17/2006]. 

7. Claim 20 has been cancelled [8/1 7/2006]. 

Drawings 

8. The Drawings filed on 1/1 2/2004 are acceptable for examination purpose. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

9. The information disclosure statement filed on 09/1 3/2006 Is in compliance with 
the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97, and has been considered and a copy enclosed with this 
office action. 
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1 0. The information disclosure statement filed on 1/12/2004 is in compliance with the 
provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97, and has been considered and a copy was mailed on 
08/09/2006 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

As set forth in MPEP 2106(II)A: 

Identify and understand Any Practical Application Asserted for the Invention Ttie 
claimed invention as a whole must accomplish a practical application. That is, it must 
produce a "usefui. concrete and tangible result." State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 
47USPQ2d at 1601-02. The purpose of this requirement is to limit patent protection to 
inventions that possess a certain level of "real world" value, as opposed to subject 
matter that represents nothing more than an idea or concept, or is simply a starting 
point for future investigation or research (Brenner v. Manson, 383 U.S. 519, 528-36, 148 
USPQ 689, 693-96): In re Ziegler, 992, F.2d 1197, 1200-03, 26 USPQ2d 1600,1603-06 
(Fed. Cir. 1993)). Accordingly, a complete disclosure should (x>ntain some indication of 
the practical apDlication for the claimed invention, i.e., why the applicant believes the 
claimed invention Is useful. 

Apart from the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101, usefulness under the patent 
eligibility standard requires significant functionality to be present to satisfy the useful 
result aspect of the practical application requirement. See Arrhythmia, 958 F.2d at 1057, 
22 USPQ2d at 1036. Merely claiming nonfunctional descriptive material stored in a 
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computer-readable medium does not make the invention eligible for patenting . 

For example, a claim directed to a word processing file stored on a disk may satisfy 
the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101 since the information stored may have some 
"real world " value. However, the mere fact that the claim may satisfy the utility 
requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101 does not mean that a useful result is achieved under 
the practical application requirement The claimed invention as a whole must 
produce a "usefuL concrete and tangible" result to have a practical application . 

1 1 . Regarding claim 1 , "A grapliical user interface (GUI) for configuring pipelines, the 
GUI displayable on a user computer monitor and stored on a computer memory and 
comprising: 

at least one pipe input set window configured to permit a user to define a type of 
pipe input set data; 

at least one GUI page based on the type, the GUI page being generated by 
translating the type using a configuration file to a class and using Java reflection to 
generate an instance of the class, the instance producing the GUI page; and 

using the GUI page to configure a data pipeline" is directed to "abstract idea" 
because all of the elements in the claim 21 ,31 would reasonably be interpreted by one 
of ordinary skill in light of the disclosure at page 7. line 18-23, page 8-10, page 13, line 
16-22,page 14-, page 16-19,page 21-25 do not have "practical application" because the 
"final result" by the claimed invention in the claim 1 elements particularly "at least one 
GUI page based on the type, the GUI page being generated by translating the type 
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using a configuration file to a class and using Java reflection to generate an instance of 
the class, the instance producing the GUI page; and using the GUI page to configure a 
data pipeline" merely software routines or steps related to graphical user interface (GUI) 
for configuring pipelines, at best, "pipeline" itself treated as "software modules" in 
relation with the data, furthermore, claim 1 , preamble directed to " GUI displavable on a 
user computer monitor' ' which clearly suggests it may be combination of software and 
hardware, or merely software per se , do not produce " useful, tangible and concrete" 
result, therefore, claim 1 is a non-statutory subject matter. 

The claimed invention is subject to the test of State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373-74, 
47 USPQ2d at 1601-02. Specifically State Street sets forth that the claimed invention 
must produce a "useful, concrete result" In other words *the claims lack the 
necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine or a manufacture within 
the meaning of 35 USC 101. They are, at best, functional descriptive material perse. 

The Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent 
Subject Matter Eligibility states in section IV C. 2 b. (2) (on page 21 in the PDF 
format): 

The tangible requirement does not necessarily mean that a claim must 
either be tied to a particular machine or apparatus or must operate to change 
articles or materials to a different state or thing. However, the tangible 
requirement does require that the claim must recite more than a § 101 judicial 
exception, in that the process claim must set forth a practical application of that § 
101 judicial exception to produce a real-world result. Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72, 
175 USPQ at 676-77 (invention ineligible because had "no substantial practical 
application."). 
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The examiner reviewed the specification at page 7, line 18-23, page 8-10, page 
13, line 16-22,page 14-, page 16-19,page 21-25 but was unable to find a practical real- 
world use of the result {"at least one GUI page based on the type, the GUI page being 
generated by translating the type using a configuration file to a class and using Java 
reflection to generate an instance of the class, the instance producing the GUI page; 
and using the GUI page to configure a data pipeline") 

If the applicant is able to find one and inserts it into the claims provide the 
location the element is found in the specification. 

For "General Analysis for Determining Patent-Eligible Subject Matter", see 101 
Interim Guidelines as indicated below : 

«httD://www.usDto.aov/web/offices/pac/dapp/oasheet.html» 

see MPEP 8^ edition, Rev 5, Aug 2006 

No new matter should be entered. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the nfianner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1-9, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Blaszczak et al [hereafter Blaszczaky, US Publication No. 2004/0186915 filed on 
March 18, 2003 In view of Yamamoto et all. [hereafter Yamamoto], US Patent No. 
6311151. 

13. As to claim 1 , Blaszczak teaches a system which including 'a graphical user 
interface (GUI) for configuring pipelines [Abstract, page 5, col 1, 0066], Blaszczak 
specifically teaches data transformation pipeline or DTP that enables a user to define, 
describe data transformation functionality via graphical user interface (GUI) as detailed 
in page 5, col 1 , 0066; pipelines con-esponds to Blaszczak's data transformation 
pipeline or DTP fig 6A, element 302; GUI corresponds to fig 6A, element 304; 

'the GUI displayable on a user computer monitor and stored on a computer 
memory ' [see fig 1 , fig 2A, page 2, col 2, 0037], Blaszczak specifically suggests 
computer monitor [see fig 1 , fig 2A] and computer memory [page 2, col 2, 0037]; 

at least one pipe input set window configured to permit a user to define a type of 
pipe input set data' [page 5, col 1 , 0066, line 12-17, 0067, line 1-11], Blaszczak 
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specifically teaches user inputs data via graphical user interface related to predefined 
data; 

at least one GUI page based on the type, the GUI page being generated by 
translating the type using a configuration file to a class and, the instance producing the 
GUI page' [page 6, col 2, 0078], Blaszczak specifically teaches translator/optimizer 
functionality i.e., this translator functionality is integral part of the "data transformation 
pipeline" [see fig 6A], also it allows users to define complex data transformation via GUI 
interface; 'using the GUI page to configure a data pipeline' [page 6, col 2, 0081]. 

It is however, noted that Blaszczak does not specifically teach 'Java reflection to 
generate an instance of the class', although Blaszczak suggests transformation 
functionality related to pipeline can be developed on variety of platforms that including 
Java, Active X etc.[ Blaszczak: page 2, col 1 , 0017, page 6, col 1 , 0075]. On the other 
hand, Yamamoto teaches 'Java reflection to generate an instance of the class' 
[col 5, line 56-60], Yamamoto specifically teaches Java reflection API , typically 
reflection API allows Java code to examine classes and objects at run time, further 
reflection classes allow to call another class methods dynamically at run time, therefore, 
reflection API represents the classes, interfaces and objects in the current Java is 
common knowledge in Java environment. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the teachings of Yamamoto into scheduling data 
flow execution based on data transformation pipeline of Blaszczak because both 
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Blaszczak and Yamamoto directed to GUI based software modules, more specifically 
Blaszczak directed to data transformation pipeline enables user to develop complex 
data transformation by graphically describing and representing via GUI [see Abstract]; 
also Blaszczak suggests pipeline using translators to translate the graphical data into 
DFE plan [page 5, col 1 , 0067], while Yamamoto directed to GUI based Java 
programming to translate text or data, more specifically Java-related tools are used to 
create effectively translate files particularly Java Bean components defining classes, 
functions relies on core reflection API [col 5, line 52-67]. 

one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the teachings of Yamamoto into scheduling data flow execution based on 
data transformation pipeline of Blaszczak because that would have allowed users of 
Blaszczak to implement "Java reflection API" using Bean information class, properties, 
also allows users to create customization of at design time [col 5, line 66-67, col 6, line 
1-7], further bringing the advantages of interactively translate data, thus expense of 
translation verification testing is reduced or eliminated as suggested by Yamamoto 
[col 3, line 13-18]. 

14. As to claim 2. Blaszczak disclosed 'at least the pipe input set window and GUI 
page require no programming apart from an initial core code' [page 6, col 2, 0082]. 
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15. As to claim 3, Blaszczak disclosed 'wherein the GUI is an incremental GUI 
wherein GUI pages for new pipe components can be added incrementally without 
changing existing code' [page 7, 0082, col 1, line 4-15]. 

16. As to claim 4, Blaszczak disclosed 'wherein at least one new pipe module is 
based on a pre-existing module type' [page 1, col 2, 0009]. 

17. As to claim 5, Blaszczak disclosed 'wherein at least one new pipe module is 
based on a new user-defined component type' [page 4, col 1 , 0051]. 

1 8. As to claim 6, Blaszczak disclosed 'wherein the GUI defines a set of interfaces, 
each interface including plural functions' [page 5, col 2, 0069-0073], the GUI including a 
GUI representation part and a storage part, the GUI representation part defining how 
something is displayed and the storage part defining how GUI parameters are stored in 
an external storage' [page 4, col 1, 0053, page 6, col 2, 0081]. 

1 9. As to claim 7, Blaszczak disclosed 'at least one Pipe Output Set tab for defining 
PipeOutputSet representative of a type of output data from the pipeline' [page 6, col 2, 
0080]. 
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20. As to claim 8, Blaszczak disclosed 'at least one Storage for TupleSets tab for 
defining an arbitrary number of elements contained in a StorageForTupleSets 
component of the pipeline, individual input and output sets being definable for each 
element in the component' [page 6, col 2, 0078]. 

21 . As to claim 9, Blaszczak disclosed *at least one Pipe Modules tab for defining an 
arbitrary number of PipeModules of the pipeline, a type being selected for each 
PipeModule using the tab, the type defining at least in part the GUI' [Abstract, page 1 , 
0007] 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments filed on 3/15/2007 with respect to claims 1-9 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive, for examiner's response, see discussion 
below:. 

a) At page 1-2, claim 1 , applicant argues that it utterly fails to explain why a GUI, 
much less one that is explicitly disclosed to be displayed on a computer monitor for 
configuring a useful, tangible and concrete data pipline, lacks a practical application 

As to the argument [a] above, the preamble]is directed to "a graphical user 
interface (GUI) for configuring pipelines, the GUI displayable on a user computer 
monitor and stored on a computer memory and comprising" however, it is noted that 
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specification does not teach "computer-storaae medium " of any kind including 
drawing fig 1-21. althougli fig 1, merely, showing element 16 pipemodule 1...M 
processing, element 18 is storage ... further, the steps "at least one pipe input set 
window...", "at least one GUI page based....", "using the GUI page to configure a data 
pipeline" is appears to be routines or steps related to "data structure" would reasonably 
be interpreted by one or ordinary skill in light of the disclosure at page 7, line 18-23, 
page 13, line 16-22, page 14, page 16-19, page 21-25, and it appears to be merely 
manipulating data structure using object oriented configuration file, but fails to produce 
"real-world" output that is useful. If the applicant is able to find one and inserts it into the 
claims provide the location of the element is found in the "specification" 

Therefore, applicant's remarks at page 1-2 are deemed not to be persuasive, and 
claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 USC 101. 

b) page 2, claim 1 , applicant argues that ref(a), the relied upon portions state 
nothing at all about defining an input set data type as claimed. 

As to the above argument [a], as best understood by the examiner, firstly, 
Blaszczak is directed to data flow execution, more specifically data flow executions or 
DFEs by "pipeline" data flowing from one sources to more than more target or 
destinations through various interconnected odes as detailed in [ see Abstract], 
secondly, Blaszczak specifically teaches "graphically describing" functions that defines 
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and describes "transformation pipeline" [see page 1 , 0009], thirdly, "data transformation 
pipeline or DTP" allows users to define, describe "data transformation" functionality 
using "graphical user interface or GUI" as detailed In page 5, col 1 , 0066, examiner 
interpreting pipeline[s] corresponds to Blaszczak's data transformation pipline or DTP 
as detailed In fig 6A, element 302, and graphical user interface or GUI corresponds to 
Blaszczak's GUI fig 6A, element 304 

b) At page 2, claim 1 , applicant argues that the relied upon portion of paragraph 67 
is of no further avail, because it too fails to state anything about defining a type for an 
input data set. 

As to the argument [b], examiner disagree with the applicant because, Blaszczak 
is specifically teaches "program modules" including routines, programs, objects, 
components, data structures and perfomning specific tasks or implement particular 
abstract data types [page 2, col 2, 0036, line 7-10], further it is also noted that 
Blaszczak also suggests database partlculariy defining objects, API, stored procedures 
and like used in "configuration" of tasks [page 4, col 1, 0054], furthermore, Blaszczak's 
one of the layer specifically provides monitoring, controlling based events is part of 
extract-transform-load tool [ETL], therefore, Blaszczak user Input data via graphical user 
Interface related to pipe input as detailed in page 5, col 1, 0066, line 12-17, 0067, 
line 1-11. 
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c) At page 3, claim 1 , applicant argues that "Nothing in para 78 Implicates a type of 
an input data set, much less to use the type of produce a GUI, much less still in the 
particular way claimed. 

As to the above argument [c], as best understood by the examiner, Blaszczak 
specifically teaches graphical user interface or GUI that allows not only functions related 
to "translator/optimizer", but also ensures consistent functionality of "pipelining data" 
[page 6, col 2, 0078], therefore, at minimum, Blaszczak teaches "translating " function 
while maintaining consistent functionality of "pipeline". 

d) At page 3, claim 1, applicant argues that "in contrast, claim requires using "Java 
reflection" for something entirely different and, hence, unsggested by ref (b), namely, 
generating an instance of a class of a type of pipe input set data. 

As to the above argument [d], as best understood by the examiner, it is noted 
Blaszczak suggests not only GUI pipeline ie., data transformation pipeline that allows 
data transaformation functionality by graphically describing and representing a desired 
data [see Blaszczak: Abstract], also Blaszczak suggests transformation functionality 
related to pipeline can be developed on variety of platforms that including "Java, 
Active X and like [see Blaszczak: page 2. col 1 , 0017, page 6, col 1 , 0075]. It is also 
noted that typical "Java programming language" provides both "reflection and method 
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invocation", further reflection allows a program to inspect itself and its runtime 
environment is common knowledge in the art. 

It Is however, noted that Blaszczak does not specifically disclose ""Java 
reflection". On the other hand, Yamamoto et al. is directed to performing contextual 
software translations, more specifically, "translation tool" that supports "real application 
GUI" and "translation test GUI" as detailed in Abstract, fig 6. Yamamoto also teaches 
Java reflection API that generate an instance of the class[s] [see Yamamoto: col 5, 
line 56-60]. It is also noted that Java reflection or Java core reflection API provides 
a small, type-safe and secure API that supports classes and objects in the Java 
environment. Typically "reflection API" allows Java code to examine classes and 
objects at run time, further reflection classes allow to call another class methods 
dynamically at run time, therefore, at minimum, "reflection API" represents the 
classes, interfaces and objects in the current Java is also common knowledge 
in Java environment. 

Therefore, one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the teachings of Yamamoto into scheduling data flow execution based on 
data transformation pipeline of Blaszczak because that would have allowed users of 
Blaszczak to implement "Java reflection API" using Bean information class, properties, 
also allows users to create customization of at design time [col 5, line 66-67, col 6, 
line 1-7], further bringing the advantages of interactively translate data, thus expense 
of translation verification testing is reduced or eliminated as suggested by Yamamoto 
[col 3, line 13-18]. 
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e) At page 4, claim 2, applicant argues It appears to be incorrect that ref (a) para 82 
teaches a pipe input set window and GUI 

As to the argument [e], as best understood by the examiner Blaszczak suggests 
pipeline engine of the scheduler would build from the component library is part of pipe 
input set window and GUI as detailed In fig 7B page 6, 0082. 

f) At page 4, claim 3-6, It is noted that applicant's remarks are merely conclusory 
statements, without any support. Applicant is merely repeating the language of the 
claim, without addressing examiner's particular interpretation of the reference as 
presented in the previous office action. In response to claim 3-6 remarks in the present 
office action, as best understood by the examiner, at least claims 3-5, Blaszczak 
specifically suggests extracting component data to extract required data from the 
external source related through GUI and incorporating various functions such as 
dividing, sorting of data destinations by loading components as detailed in page 7, 
0082. 

g) At page 4, claim 6, applicant argues that it appears to be incorrect that ref (a) 
para 53 and 81 teach the GUI includes a GUI representation part and a storage part... 
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As to the argument [g], as best understood by the examiner Blaszczal^ 
specifically teaches graphical user interface defining various functions for example 
extracting data, data transformation, splitting data, merging and like as detailed in 
page 5, col 2, 0069-0073, further, Blaszczak also teaches both input and output devices 
in relation with data transfomnation pipeline and GUI have the capability not only 
defining various functions and parameters, but also displaying data, [fig 6A, element 
304] and storage part [fig 6A element 380, page 4, 0053 and page 6, 0081] 

h) At page 5, claim 7, applicant argues that the allegation appears to be incorrect 
that ref (a) para 80 teaches a tab for defining a set representative of a type 

As to the above argument [h], as best understood by the examiner, Blaszczak 
specifically teaches data accessing and manipulating without copying the data to other 
locations page 6. 0080], further Blaszczak also suggests both input and out related to 
graphical user interface graph data in data transfomnation pipeline [fig 1] and data flow 
execution suggests outputting the data from the pipeline i.e., data transformation 
specified via GUI as detailed in fig 7A . 

i) At page 5, claim 8, applicant argues that the allegation appears to be incorrect 
that ref (a) para 78 teaches a tab for defining an arbitrary number of elements 
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As to the argument [I], as best understood by the examiner, Blaszczak 
specifically teaches translator/optimizer along with other functions via the GUI interface 
related to pielining data through data transformation functionality or DFE supporting 
Graph data from GUI and buffer to store [page 6, 0078] defining specific input and 
output tabs [0078]. 

j) At page 5, claim 9, applicant argues that the allegation appears to be incorrect 
that ref (a) para 7 teaches a tab for defining an arbitrary number of modules of the 
pipline 

As to the above argument 0]. as best understood by the examiner, Blaszczak 
specifically teaches data flow executions and various other transfomnation functions by 
graphically describing, representing via graphical user interface [see Abstract], further, it 
is also noted that typical program modules including routines, programs, objects and 
other data structure defined in the data transformation pipeline [page 1 , 0007, page 2, 
0036, fig 1]. 
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Conclusion 
The prior art made of record 

a. US Publication. No. 2004/0186915 

b. US Patent No. 6311151 



23. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth In 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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